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FOURTH AND FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
(1987-1988)

Listen, Practice, Converse:

A Communication Approach to Second T.anguage Acquisition

(A Japanese and Korean Bilingual Program Funded Under Title VII
of the Elemeniary and Secondary Education Act)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This was the fourth and last year of Federally funded program operation
and the fourth time the program was evaluated by an outside evaluation
consultant from the Los Angeles County Office of Education. In the spring
semester of each school year, the external evaluator made on-site visits to
each of the four Title VII elementary schools to gather data to use as the
basis for his findings as to whether or not the objectives that were to be
attained that year were, in fact, being attained.

This year, as in bpast years, the district's record was exemplary. The
evaluator found that of the sixteen objectives that were to be attained
during the 1987-1988 school year, fifteen were actually attained. Only
one objective (Objective 4.1) was technically unattained. It called for 87%
of parents of LEP Japanese and Korean students to demonstrate awareness
of their school's parent education activities. The evaluator found that
86.2% of the parents did so. As noted in the body of this report, this is
about as close as anyene could be expected to come in an estimate made a
year in advance. This degree of accuracy is reminesent of last year's
estimate that 15% of project students would be reclassified as FEP. The
evaluator found that 14.4% did so. (The percentage for 1987-1988 was
15.4%.)

The objective attainment rate for 1987-1988 was fifteen out of sixteen.
This amounts to an attainment level of about 94% even when that one
objective - on which the district came very close - is counted as being
unattained. If a student in class were to dc this well, most teachers would
give that student a grade of at least an "A."




FOURTH AND FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
(1987-1988)

A Communication Approach to Second Language Acquisition

Listen, Practice, Converse:

(A Japanese and Korean Bilingual Program Funded Under Title VII
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act)

Section 1

Background, Revision of the Program Evaiuation Plan

In the "Executive Summary" to the "Third Annual Evaluation Report" the
external evaluator made the following recommendations:

1. That the IOX self-esteem inventory be given to students in
May 1988 so that possible gains can be measured over a
longer time frame from December 1986 to May 1988;

2. that a tracing be done of the annual progress toward .
reclassification made by students in groups A, B, C, and D;:
and that this be done over the entire life of this project
(1984-1988);

3. that project personnel consider whether to attempt to
measure staff's possible increased level of acceptance of
cultural and language diversity; and

4. that the inservicing of regular classroom teachers in the
"Natural Approach" be completed and these teachers be
assisted in learning how to assume greater responsibility
for bilingual students, in case bilingual aide time is
reduced for the 1988-1989 school year.

Project personnel deciC>d to implement all four recommendations. Each
recommendation was turned into a project objective which was included in
the revised 1987-1988 Management and Evaluation Plan. According to
that plan, recommendation one would be addressed by Objective 2.A.1.,
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recommendation two would be addressed by Objectives 1.A.3. and 1.A.4.;
recommendation three would be addressed by Objective 5.A.1., and,
finally, recommendation four would be addressed by Objective 6.A.1.
External evaluator judgement on attainment levels for each of these
objectives are provided in this report.

Beyond the additions just mentioned, only minor revision of the previous
year's Evaluation Plan were made.

The evaluator recognizes and thanks the following Torrance Unified School
District Title VII personnel for their continued assistance and cooperation.

TABLE 1
Title VII Bilingual Project Personnel at Each School
1987-1988
School Principal Reading Teacher Aides
Arlington  Michael Brajevich  Lillian Coopersmith Hea Kim
Hickory Nancy Raiche Ann Pfund Keum Kim
Lincoln Dr. Daniel Kelly Linda Dowlan Hisayo Ogata
Victor Steve Shearer Linda Gresik Ji Song

Miyeke Lewis

Because this fourth year was the last year of externally funded project
operation, photographs were taken of project personnel at each of the four
project schools. These photographs, taken in the spring of 1988, are
included here as a way to memorize the work done by these dedicated
project staff members. (Please see Appendix A.)




The principals, reading teachers, and bilingual aides whose photographs
are herein included as well as all those who served in these positions over
the last four years deserve to be thanked for their assistance and

cooperation, without which the external evaluation would have been
extremely difficult.

Kikuko Nishi has been the project director/bilingual resource teacher for
the last four years. During that time when there were changes in
principals and reading teachers, Kikuko helped to maintain the integrity of
the project over the entire time (1984-1988) it received external funding.

She deserves recognition for this as well as for her ongoing support of the
external evaluation of the project.

Appreciation also goes to Mr§. Blanche T. Malek-Mikhail, the evaluator's
secretary, for her word processing WOrk, as well as Steve Yamarone and Dr.
Fred Smith, the county statisticians for their work in data analysis. In

addition, Dr. Tom Bishop from the county wrote the first evaluation report

and as "consultant-in-charge” continued to be interested and active in the
project.

Section 2

Evaluator's Opinion Regarding The Program Evaluation Plan
Elements

The evaluator concurs with the proposed evaluation instruments, data
collection, data analysis, and data presentation procedures described in the
Program Management and Evaluation Plan, as revised, for the fourth and
final year of program operation.

e

Section 3

Results of the Evaluator's On-Site Visits,
Data Gathering and Analyses

The program evaluator made on-site visits to the Title VII project schools
on the dates shown below in ‘Table 2.

-3-
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TABLE 2
County Evaluator's On-Site Visits

. Dates Visited

Planning Data
Project School Meeting Gathering Visit
Arlington March 24 April 27
Hickory March 24 April 28
Lincoln March 9 May 11
Victor March 9 April 26

During the on-site visits the evaluator conducted structured and
unstructured interviews, reviewed documents and other records, and
observed teachers and aides. The district Title VII Project Director/
Bilingual Resource Teacher accompanied the evaluator on each on-site
school visit.

At each school the evaluator first interviewed the principal and reviewed
documents and then visited the grades and classrooms selected at random
according to his sampling plan. During classroom visits teachers were
observed and information on selected project students were reviewed.
Classroom observations and teacher interviews were greatly facilitated by
the fact that either the principal or the reading teacher was ready to take
over, or did take over the teaching tasks, thereby freeing the classroom
tezccher.  The evaluator also observed and interviewed aides abonut the
progress of selected project students. In an effort to be as unobtrusive as
possible, the evaluator attempted to keep the teacher and ..le interviews
to between ten and fifteen minutes.

The data gathered during his on-site visits plus that received by mail later,
form the foundation on which the evaluator based his findings together
with his conclusion as to whether or not each project objective was
attained.




A. Student Instructional Component

Goal 1.0

Project staff at Arlington, Hickory, Lincoln, and Victor
Elementary schools will monitor the Japanese and Korean LEP
students' progress in English Language acquisition.

Oujective 1.1

By June 1, 1988 the principals and reading teachers of
Arlington, Hickory, Lincoin, and Victor Elementary schools will
compile a progress report showing the number of students in
groups A, B, C, and D who scored within the following ranges:
Below the 25th percentile, 25th-29th percentile, 30th-35th
percentile, and at or above the 36th percentile om the CTBS-U
subtests of reading and language.

As they did last year, the principals and reading teachers of four schools
did provide the evalvator with frcquency distributions showing the
number of students in the four groups who scored within the various
categories. (Please see Table 3 which follows.)

Last year a comparison was made between the handwritten distributions
generated at each scheol and those generated by a computer sort of CTBS
scores as shown on print-cuts. As noted in the Third Evaluation Report the
"results were almost exactly thc same."

This year a comparison was made between the handwritten distributions
from each school (Table 3) and the distributions derived by a
microcomputer sort on CTBS scores contained on a Macintosh data disk in
"spreadsheet"” ("Excell") format.

The spreadsheet data were gathered under the direction of the Title VII
Project Director/Bilingual Resource Teaher in summer of 1988 after the
staff at each of the four schools had ended their year. She gathered the
data for all the project students over the entire life of the project (1984-
1988.) (Please see Table 4 below for the student score distributions
derived from the spreadsheet.)

4 -
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TABLE 3

1988 Frequency Distribution Data Showing the Number of Project
Students who Scored Within the Four Ranges on the CTBS
Reading and Language Subtests

CIBS Student Tota, # of Score Range
School Subtest Group Students Below 25% 25%-29% 30%-35% At or Above 36%
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8
8
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11
2
2
18
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. TABLE 4
1988 Frequency Distribution Data Showing the Number of Project
Students who Scored Within the Four Ranges on the CTBS
Reading and Language Subtests

CiBsS Student Total # of Score Range
School Subtest Group Students Below 25% 25%-29% 30%-35% At or Above 36%

Arlington Reading A 7
10
17
11
7
10
5
7
3
3
18
16
3
3
15
1
10
10
18
11
10
10
5
3
0
4
27
27
0
4
16
8
Total Reading 192

Source: Microcomputer Spreadsheet
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As mentioned, only minor discrepancies showed up in last year's
comparison of handwritten student CTBS test score distributions gathered
at each school with data shown on CTBS print-onts. This year, more and
larger discrepancies showed up when a comparison was made between
data gathered at each school (Table 3) and that from the spreadsheet
created on the Macintosh microcomputer (Table 4.)

For example, the total number of project students in Arlington's Group C
who took the CTBS Reading Subtest is shown on Table 3 as "13" ("14 minus
1 with no score") but on Table 4 as "17." Similarly, the total number of
project students in Victor's Group C who took the CTBS Language Subtest is
shown on Table 3 as "28" but on Table 4 as "16." Much of that difference is
accounted for in the category of "at or above the 36th percentile." On
Table 3 the figure for Victor Group C-Language, was "16"; but on Table 4 it
was "7."

Another discrepancy between the two tables appeared for the category of
total number of project students for Hickory's Group D - Language. Table 3
shows "17", but Table 4 shows only "1." As was true for Victor's Group C-
Language discrepancy, much of the difference for Hickory's Group D-
Language is accounted for in the "at or above the 36th percentile" category.
Table 3 shows "14," but Table 4 shows only "1."

A certain amount of discrepancy is expected. For Lincoln's Group A-
Reading, for example, Table 3 shown "11" and Table 4 shows "10." This
amount of discrepancy emerged in last year's comparison. @Why more
discrepancies showed up as a result of this year's comparison is unknown,
but the fact that two large discrepancies involved not only the "total
number of students" category but also the "at or above the 36th percentile”
category is suggestive. To be reclassified as "FEP" (fluent English
proficient) a project student must score at or above the 36th percentile.
Once a student attains this level he may be on his way ultimately to a
designation of "fluent in English" and be out of the project. Since most of
the larger discrepancy in tallies involved this "criterion level” category of
test score (36th peracentile), the discrepancies may be somehow
explainable by a change or a near change in status. Either that, or some
data were simply missing or incorrectly entered, either at the school or
later in the project director's office.




Although the discrepancy was larger this year than last, it may be rather
small. At least as indicated by the total number of LEP students who took
the reading subtest this was the case. In Table 3 this total is 187; whereas
in Table 4 it is 192. This is a difference of only a little over 2.5%, which is
really not very much.

In any case, working files in daily use in schools rarely match exactly a
district's archive file, in this case a spreadsheet file which was assembled
near the end of a project.

Conclusion

This objective was attained. Principals and reading teachers did tabulate
student progress data (Table 3.) It is hoped that this was helpful as they
reviewed student records for possible reclassification and endeavored to
get a program level view of student progress.

Goal 1.6

Principals and classroom teachers will provide information about
instruction appropriate to each student's stage of language
acquisition in English, relative amount of instructional time
spent with students on specific tasks, special supplementary
project help, project materials used, and students’ adjustment to
school.

Objective 1.6.1

On an ongoing basis the reading teachers will see to it that all
project students have been tested with the Bilingual Syntax
Measure in English and with the San Diego Oral in Japanese or
Korean and completed the T.U.S.D. initial identification process
for LEP students.

A flow chart was prepared to describe the district's "initial identification
and diagnostic assessment process." (Please see Appendix B, item 1.)
Midway through the year the district began using their own "English
Reading Test" as a replacement for the San Diego Placem-1t Test. (Please
see Appendix B, item 2.)




The evaluator found that all reading teachers had ensured that the initial
assessment process had been completed, although at one school the San
Diego Oral was still being used. As in previous years, the initial assessment
and placement of students into the Title VII project was fast and efficient.

Conculsion
This objective was easily attained.
Objective 1.6.2

Students who are classified as LEP (Limited English Proficient)
Korean or Japanese will have an ILP (Individual Learning Plan)
or GLP (Group Learning Plan) developed which places the
student in the '"appropriate program" option: " SL (English as a
Second Language) Bilingual classroom, Individual Bilingual Plan.

During classroom visits the evaluator reviewed records of selected project
students. The "Individual Learning Plan K-6" that was in use last year was
being used again this year. (Please see Appendix C, item 1 for a copy of
an ILP.) ILP progress reports were also in use. (Please see Appendix C,
items 2 and 3 for one progress report dated "January 1988" and another
dated "April 1988." These two ILP progress reports were done on the
same child.)

Title VII project related activity sheets were in use in the classrooms.
(Please see Appendix C, Items 4 and 5 for copies of two activity sheets.)
Project students were engaged in writing stories in English. (Please see
Appendix C, item 6 for one child's story and drawing.)

Students are placed into the project only if the parent(s) approved. (Please
see Appendix C, Item 7 for a copy of a card (in two languages) that was
routinely sent home to parent(s) to invite them to a Title VII project
admissions meeting and obtain their permission for placement. As
indicated on the card, of course, the parent(s) could give or withold their
permission.)

The evaluator found individual ILP's and progress ILP's as well as Group
Learning Plans (GLP's) in use. Placement had been made into the
appropriate program option.




Conclusion
This objective was attained.
Objective 1.6.3

Teachers will keep records that show student progress through
Eng.ish language acquisition stages.

Objective 1.6.4
Aides will provide help to LEP Japanese and Korean students.

Since this was the fourth and last year of external federal funding, the
evaluator attempted to create a "bridge" from the funded situation, which
heavily involved the external evaluator in classroom observations and
teacher and aide interviews, to one in which the principals would assume
the primary school level responsibility for verifying bilingual program
compliance and quality. The thinking was that if the work of the evaluator
were to be continued, it would have to be done in large part by the
principal.

To assist the four principals in using the evaluator's "student-sampling"
procedure, a one-page data gathering form entitled, "Title VII Elementary
Principal Observation" was created. (Please see Appendix D.) The
evaluator asked the principals to use that form or one they themselves
might create. All four principals used the form. They selected Title VII
students in different stages of second language acquisition and various
grades at their schools and talked to Title VII reading teachers, regular
classroom teachers and Title VII aides about the progress of those sampled
students.

In addition, as in past years, the evaluator discussed the progress of
students he selected with teachers, reading teachers and aides and also
reviewed relevant records including student work.

The independent reviews by the evaluator and the principals verified that
ILPs (Individual Learning Plans), GLPs (Group Learning Plans), profile
cards and student progress reports were in place, in use and up-to-date.
Students were placed in the appropriate program option; teachers kept
student progress records; and aides helped LEP Japanese and Korean
students. (Please see Appendix D, Item 2 for photographes of three Title
VII Aides at work with project students.)
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Conclusion

These two objectives were attained. Principals employed a sampling
procedure often used by project evaluators and could easily continue to
use that approach in the future, should they so desire.

Goal 1.A.

Having been given instruction in English using the natural
approach and their primary Ilanguage in a supportive manner,
Japanese and Korean LEP students (Groups A, B, C, and D) at
Arlington, Hickory, Lincoln, and Victor schoels will progress
towards reclassification to fluent English proficient (FEP).

Objective 1.A.1

Eight percent of Japanese and Korean LEP students at Arlington,
Hickory, Lincoln, and Victor elementary schools (all four schools
combined) will be reclassified as FEP by Board-Adopted Criteria.
(Expected percentages for each school: Arlington 10%, Hickory
5%, Lincoln 7%, and Victor 10%.)

Integrity of the data set was maintained at the microcomputer spreadsheet
level. Using spreadsheet data for all four years, the county statisticians
determined the number and percentage of project students who were
reclassified in 1987-1988. (Please see Table 5 below.)

TABLE §

Percentage of Title VII Students Reclassified in 1987-1988

School

Reclassification
Results Arlington Hickory Lincoln Victor Total

Number
of Students 8 9 5 8 30
Reclassified

Total Number

of Students 45 41 S1 58 195
. in__Program*

Percentage

of Students 17.8 22.0 9.8 13.8 15.4
Reclassified

*Includes Groups A, B, C, D only.
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At each school the actual percentage 1icclassified exceeded the expected
percentage. At Arlington the expected percentage that would be reclassified
was 10%, whereas the actual percentage that was in fact reclassified was
I1.3%. At Hickery the expected leval was 5%, the actual 22%. At Lincoln the
expected level was 7%, the actual was 9.8%. At Victor the expected level
was 10%, the actual was 13.8%. Overall 8% were expected to be reclassified,
and 15.4% actually were.

Conclusion
This objective was attained.

Objective 1.A.2

90% of the project students -<vho have been reclassified, have
exited from the program and who are enrolled in Torrance Unified
district schools will have no difficulties or problems in the new
program. (90% expected for each school.)

Responses from two middle schools (grades 6-8) were illustrative. Three
former Title VII limited English proficient students who had been
reclassified as fluent English proficient went to Casmir Middle School. Four
of the six had left the school, but of the two who were still at Casimir, none
were having difficulty.

Conclusion

This objective was attained.

Objective 1.A.3

By August 30, 1988, the bilingual resource teacher will provide
information showing progress towards reclassification (Groups A,

B, C, and D) annually and over the entire life of the project (1984-
1988)

Objective 1.A.4

By August 30, 1988 the bilingual resource feacher will provide
information showing for each reclassified project student the
length of time in the project.




The bilingual resource teacher met with the evaluator to discuss possible
data collection procedures and formats. It was decided that student data
would be assembled and placed into the "Excel" spreadsheet which has
alphabetical headings for columns and numbers for rows. Table 6 below
shows the titles and headings under which data were collected for every
project child who participated in the Title VII program within the entire
four years (1984-1988.) (Please see Appendix E for a copy of the
spreadsheet data with student names deleted.)
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TABLE 6

Column Heading Showing Categories of Data Collected
on All Title VII Project Studenis (1984-1988)

Student Number

Last Name

First Name

Initial

Sex

Grade

Primary Language

Waivered

Group

LEP

LEP Date

FEP Date

Left School Date

What School
A-Atddington  §.Seaside
H.Hickory W-Walertia

L-Liacoln T-Towers
V-Victor

0. Transferred to:

Out  Out of District

C---  Casimir

Bl- Bea Lynn

J-==  Jefferson

H--  Hull

M--  Madrona

NR- No Record

M- Call Mayor

S---  South High

1985 Reading CTBS Scores
1985 Language CTBS Scores
1985 Math CTBS Scroer
1986 Reading CTBS Scores
1986 Language CTBS Scores
1986 Math CTBS Scores
1987 Reading CTBS Scores
1987 Language CTBS Scores

1987 Math CTBS Scores

HEdtanepow

Y. 1988 Reading CiBS Scores
Z 1988 Language CT2 S Scores
AA. 1988 Math CTBS Scuras

_AB. 12/1986 IOX Scores

AC. 12/1987 10X Scores
AD. 5/1988 10X Scores

Additional Cod
haand Children Wavered
*NT No Test

NR No Record




Having thus captured and saved the student data just described, it was
simple to analyze subsets of data at will. Objective 1.A.4. focused on the
reclassified student, so for this objective, the county statisticians created a
“file" consisting of only those former LEP students who had been
reclassified as FEP sometime during the four years. After isolating the
reclassified students, two tables were created. Table 7 shows frequency
distribution data while Table 8 shows the average length of time in the
project.

Table 7 shows how the 133 reclassified students were distributed among
the groups and schools and gives their length of time in years in the
project. By definition, Group A students were the first students to enter
the project in the fall of 1984. Group B students started in fall of 1985,
and so on. From Table 7 we notice that over the life of the project: 43
students were reclassified at Arlington School, 25 were reclassified at
Hickory, 20 at Lincoln, and 45 at Victor.

Table 8 provides the additional data on average length of time in the
project. For each school it was somewhat different: 2.4 years at Arlington,
2.58 years at Hickory, 3.4 years at Lincoln amd 2.13 years at Victor. (A
year (1.0) was the same as a calendar year; i.e., from one September to the

next September.)
Conclusion

These two objectives were attained. Information on student progress was
gathered and preserved for all students who participated in the Title VII
project during the four years (1984-1988) for which federal funds were
received. Once the data were placed in an "Excel" spreadsheet and then
saved onto a microcomputer "data disk," they were comparatively easy to
analyze. (This proved to be a convenient and efficient way to transfer data
from the project director's office to the county office.)

25
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TABLE 7
Frequency Distribution Data Showing the Length
of Time in Years ' at Students Were in the
Project Before Becoming Reclassified as FEP

YEAR EXITING #OF YEARS Arlington Hickory Lincoln Victor All Schools
PROJECT GROP INPROJECT  # of Students  # of Students # of Students # of Students # of Students
1988 A 4 1 1 5 - 7 |
B 3 3 1 - 1 5 :
] 2 1 5 - 6 12
— D 1 3 3 1 2 9
TOTAL 8 10 6 9 33
R 1987 A 3 2 2 4 1 9
Q B 2 2 2 - - 4 f
! C 1 2 2 1 5 10 :
TOTAL 6 6 < 6 23
1986 A 2 22 8 7 17 54
B 1 2 1 1 1 5
TOTAL 24 9 8 18 59
1985 A 3 - 1 12 16
B 1 2 - - 2
] TOTAL 5 - 1 12 18
TTLE VIl PROJECT TOTAL 43 25 20 45 133

27




TABLE 8

Data Showing the Average Length of Time
in Years That the Students Were in the Project
Before Becoming Reclassified as FEP

Arlington Hickory Lincoln Victor

YEAR Group N Ave.Time N Ave. Time N  Ave.Time N Ave. Time

1988 A 1 4.79 1 5.75 5 4.65 - ---
B 3 2.75 1 2.67 - --- 1 2.00
C 1 1.75 5 1.92 - --- 6 1.88
D 3 0.75 3 0.67 1 0.58 2 0.75

TOTAL 8 10 6 9

1987 A 2 3.58 2 3.62 4 4.58 1 2.74
B 2 1.72 2 2.67 - --- - ---
C 2 1.28 2 1.62 1 0.66 5 1.45

TOTAL 6 6 5 6

1986 A 22 2.55 8 3.38 7 3.39 17 2.76
B 2 0.75 1 1.67 1 0.80 1 1.17

TOTAL 24 9 8 18

1985 A 3 3.44 - --- 1 4.00 12 1.88
B 2 4.33 - --- --- - ---

TOTAL 5 0 1 12

PROJECT TOTAL 43 2.4 25 2.58 20 3.4 45 2.13




Goal 2.A.

Japanese and Korean Title VII LEP students who have
participated in the program will demonstrate an increase in
their self-esteem.

Objective 2.A.1.

By June 1988 the following percentages of LEP Japanese and
Korean students (Groups A, B, and C) at Arlin ton 20%, Hickory
10%, Lincoln 30%, and Victor 10% schools who took the December
1986 IOX pretest will maintain or show improved self-esteem as
measured by pre-post IOX self-esteem index comparisons
December 1986-May 1988.

Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12 show the number and percentage of Bilingual
Students who achieved a "neutral or positive" IOX pretest to posttest gain
schor at each of the four schools. A "neutral" gain score was defined as zero;
i.e., there was no difference between the pre and posttest scores for that
child. A "positive” gain score occured wh.n the child's posttest score was
greater than his pretest score.

Table 9 shows that 51.85% of the twenty-seven students at Arlington school
achieved a positive or neutral IOX gain score. This is greater than the 20%
at Arlington school as called for in the objective. Table 10 shows that
47.06% of the seventeen students at Hickory school achieved a neutral or
positive JOX gain score. Again, this is greater than the 10% at Hickory as
called for in the objective. Table 11 shows that 45.16% of the 31 students at
Lincoln school attained a neutral or positive I0X gain score. This, again, is
greater than the 30% at Lincoln as called for in the objective. Table 12
shows that 41.38% of the twenty-nine students at Victor school attained a
neutral or positive IOX gain score. This is greater than the 10% at Victor as
called for in the objective. For Table 13, data for all four schools were
combined. This Table shows that 46.15% of the 104 students in all four
schools attained a positive or neutral IOX gain score.
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TABLE ¢

Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Posttest Gain Score
At Arlington School

From December 1986 to May 1988

Group A Group B Group C Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students

7 or more - - - -
6 - - - -
5 1 - - 1
4 - - - N -
3 - 2 1 (o] 3
2 1 - 2 3
1 1 2 1 D 4
0 - 1 2 A 3
-1 2 - 1 T 3
-2 1 1 2 A 4
-3 1 - 2 3
-4 - - 1 1
-5 1 - - 1
-6 - - - -
-7 or less - - 1 1

Towal 8 6 12 27

% Neutral or Positive 37.50% 83.33% 50 00% 51.85%
TABLE 10
Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Posttest Gain Score
At Hickory School
From December 1986 to May 1988
Group A Group B Group C Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students

7 or more - - - -
6 - - - -
5 - 1 - 1
4 - - 1 1
3 - - 1 N 1
2 - - 1 (o} 1
i - - - -
0 1 1 2 D 4
-1 - - 1 A 1
-2 - - - T -
-3 - - 3 A 3
-4 - - 3 3
-5 - - 1 1
-6 - - - -
-7 or less - 1 1

Total 1 2 14 17

% Neutral or Positive 100 00% 100 00% 35 71% 47 06%
-20-
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TABLE 11

Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Posttest Gain Score

At Lincoln School
From December 1986 to May 1988
Group A Group B Group C Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 of more 1 - - 1
6 - - - -
5 - - - -
4 - - . -
3 i 1 1 N 3
2 - 1 2 (o] 3
1 4 - 2 6
0 1 - - D 1
-1 - 2 1 A 3
-2 1 - 4 T 5
-3 - - 1 A 1
-4 - 2 - 2
-5 - - 1 1
-6 - - - -
-7 or less - 3 5
Total 8 8 15 31
% Neutral or Positive 87.50% 25.00% 33.33% 45.16%
TABLE 12
Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Posttest Gain Score
At Victor School
From December 1986 to May 1988
Group A Group B Group C Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 or more - 1 - 1
6 - 1 - 1
5 1 1 - 2
4 - 1 - 1
3 - N 2 - 2
2 - (o] 1 1 2
1 - 2 1 3
] - D - - -
-1 - A 6 - 6
-2 - T - 1 1
-3 - A 3 - 3
-4 - - . -
-5 - 3 - 3
-6 - 1 - 1
-7 or loss - 3 - 3
Total 1 25 3 29
% Neutral or Positive 100.00% 36.00% 66.67% 41.38%
-21-
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TABLE 13

Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Posttest Gain Score
At All Four Schools
From December 1986 to May 1988

Group A Group B Group C Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 or more 1 - 1 - 2
6 - - 1 - 1
5 2 1 1 - 4
4 - 2 2 - 4
3 1 1 5 - 7
2 1 3 6 1 11
1 5 1 5 1 12
0 2 1 4 - 7
-1 2 3 9 - 14
-2 2 - [ 1 9
-3 1 - 9 - 10
-4 - 2 4 - 6
-5 1 - 5 - 6
-6 - - 1 - 1
-7 or less - 2 8 - 10
Total 18 16 67 3 104
% Neutral or Positive 80.00% 56.25% 37.31% 66.67% 46.15%
Conclusion

This objective was easily attained at each of the four schools. The pre-
selected "target percentage" of students who would attain a neutral or
positive gain score was surpassed at each school.

Addendum

Table 14 shows the pre to posttest mean gains and associated statistical
significance levels for those mean gain comparisons. For the total group of
104 students, the pretest mean (December 1986) was 13.85 and the posttest
mean (May 1988) was 12.84. Thus, there was an "apparent" decline of 1.01;
i.e., the gain score appeared to be negative (-1.01.) The "p" value of 0.01
indicates that this difference is "statistically significant." This means that
the "apparent” decline of 1.01 would be found by chance only once in 100 (p
= .01) equivalent comparsions; i.e., the "apparent" decline was probably
"real.”




TABLE 14
1988 Distribution Showing 10X Pretest
To Posttest Gain Scores

Schoot Group # of Students Dec. 86 May-88 Gain Score T Value P Value
Arlington A 8 12.75 12.25 -0.50 -0.45 0.66
B 6 13.00 14.00 1.00 1.29 0.25
o] 13 14.15 13.08 -1.07 -1.38 0.19
Total 27 13.48 13.04 -0.44 -0.84
Hickory A 1 11.00 11.00 0.00 - -
B 2 14.00 16.50 2.50 - -
(o] 14 15.00 12.93 -2.07 -2.02 0.06
Total 17 14.65 13.24 -1.41 -1.50 0.15
Lincoln A 8 15.00 16.50 1.50 1.62 0.15
B 8 13.88 11.38 -2.50 -1.78 0.12
o] 15 15.87 13.67 -2.20 -2.20 0.05
Total 31 15.13 13.81 -1.32 -1.89 0.07
Victor A 1 8.00 13.00 5.00 - -
B . . . - - -
(o] 25 12.72 11.68 -1.04 -1.15 0.26
D 3 9.00 8.33 -0.67 -0.56 0.63
Total 29 12.17 11.38 -0.79 -0.98 0.34
Grand Total 104 13.85 12.84 -1.01 -2.78 0.01

The decline in mean scores from pre to posttesting may be somewhat
disappointing, but it should be noted that mean scores can be strongly
affected by a few extreme scores. In addition, a decline was not unexpected.
The evaluator warned of this possibility in the "Second Title VII Evaluation
Report." He based his warning on his experience of more than fifteen years
during which he had seen more pre to posttest mean declines than gains in
seli-esteem scores. Most of those posttests had been taken toward the end
of the school year, in May or June. It may have »een that those students
wer: simply tired of school and looking forward to the summer vacation.

In this case, there are additional facts that must be considered beyond the
possible "school grinds on" explanation. First, it must be noted that the IOX
instrument that the Title VII students completed as both the pretest and
posttest did not focus exclusively on "school" experiences. In fact, of the
twenty items on the inventory only four (20%) were related to the students'
experiences at school. Seven items were "general," six were on "peer"

experiences, and three were related to "family." Given that a decline
probably took place, it is not known whether it took place within the four
"school" subset of items, or within the sixteen remaining items. The odds
are obviously four to one that it took place within the remaining items.
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Second, during the year and five months between the December 1986
pretest and the May 1988 posttest, a number of LEP students did well
enough on the CTBS and other assessments to be reclassified as FEP. These
reclassified students did take the IOX pretest but did not take the IOX
posttest.  Since there was not both ‘a pretest score and a posttest score for
these "succeeding" students, their pretest scores were correctly excluded
from the comparisons called for in this objective. So, those students who
succeeded at the highest possible level in new language acquisition were the
same ones whose possible gain in self-esteem was not measured or
considered.  Posttest self-esteem scores might be somewhat lower because
scores from these succeeding students were not included.

Objective 2.A.2.

By June 1988 the following percentages of LEP Japanese and
Korean students (Group D) at Arlington 10%, Hickory 5%, Lincoln
30%, and Victor 10%, schools who took the December 1987 IOX
pretest will maintain or show improved self-esteern as measured
by a pre-post IOX self-esteem index comparison December 1987-

May 1988.

Tables 15, 16, 17, and 18 show the number and percentage of Bilingual
Students who achieved a "neutral or positive" IOX pretest to posttest gain
score at each of the four schools. As on the previous objective, a "neutral”
gain score was defined as zero; i.e., there was no difference between the
pre and posttest scores for that child and a "positive" gain score occured
when the child's posttest score was greater than his pretest score.

Table 15 shows that 48.78% of the forty-one students ai Arlington school
achieved a positive or neutral IOX gain score. This is greater than the 10%
at Arlington school as called for in the objective. Table 16 shows that
66.67% of the thirty students at Hickory school achieved a neutral or
positive IOX gain score. Again, this is greater than the 5% at Hickory as
called for in the objective. Tahle 17 shows that 65.9% of the forty-four
students at Lincoln school attained a neutral or positive IOX gain score.
Again, this is greater than the 30% at Lincoln as called for in the objective.
Table 18 shows that 50.98% of the fifty-one students at Victor school
attained a neutral or positive I0X gain score. This is greater than the 10%
at Victor as called for in the objective. For Table 19, data for all four
schools were combined. This table shows that 57.23% of the 166 students
in all four schools attained a positive or neutral I0X gain score.
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TABLE 15

Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Posttest Gain Score
At Arlington School
From December 1487 to May 1988

Group A Group B Group C Group D Total

Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 or more - - -

6 - - - . .

5 - - - . -

4 - - - . .

3 1 1 - 2 4

2 - 2 . 3 5

1 1 - 2 2 5

0 2 1 1 1 5

-1 2 - 2 2 6

-2 1 2 4 - 7

-3 - - 2 1 3

-4 - . 1 . 1

-5 - 2 - 3

-6 . . 1 . 1
-7 or less . - - - .

Total 8 6 15 12 41
% Neutral or Positive 50.00% 66 67% 20.00% 75.00% 48.78%
TABLE 16
Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Posttest Gain Score
At Hickory School
From December 1987 to May 1988
Group A Group B Group C Group D Total

Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 or more . . . - -

6 . . . - -

5 - . - 2 2

4 - - - . .

3 1 - 1 1 3

2 - - 1 4 5

1 1 - 3 1 5

0 - 2 2 5

-1 - - 3 1 4

-2 - - - 2 2

-3 - - 1 1 2

-4 . . . - -

-5 - - 2 - 2

-6 - - - - -
-7 or less - - . - -

Total 2 1 13 14 30
% Neutral or Positive 100 00% 100 0025 53 85% 71 43% 66 67%
-25-
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TABLE 17
Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Preiest to Posttest Gain Score
At Lincoln School
From December 1987 to May 1988
Group A Group B GroupC Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 or more 2 1 - - 3
6 - . - - -
5 - 2 - 1 3
4 - 1 - 1 2
3 1 - 2 - 3
2 1 1 2 1 5
1 2 2 3 3 10
0 - - 3 - 3
-1 1 4 - 5
-2 2 1 - 4
-3 - - - - -
-4 - - 1 - 1
-5 - - - 1 1
-6 - - 1 - 1
-7 or less - 2 - 1 3
! Total 9 10 17 8 44
% Neutral or Positive 66.67% 70.00% 58.82% 75.00% 85.91%
TABLE 18
Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achiaved
a Neutral or Positive lOX Pretest to Posttest Galh Score
At Victor School
From December 1987 to May 1988
Group A Group B Group C Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 or more - - - 2 2
6 - - 2 - 2
5 - - 2 1 3
4 - - - 1 1
3 - - - 3 3
2 - - 1 3 4
1 - 1 4 1 ]
0 - - 3 2 5
-1 1 - 2 5 8
-2 - - 2 2 4
-3 - - 7 1 8
-4 - - 1 3 4
-5 . - - - -
-6 . - - - -
-7 or lass - - 1 -
Total 1 1 25 24 51
% Nautral or Positive 0 00% 100 00% 48 00% 54 17% 50 98%
-26-
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TABLE 19

Number & Percentage of Bilingual Students who Achieved
a Neutral or Positive IOX Pretest to Pos (est Gain Score
At All Four Schools
' From December 1987 to May 1988

’ Group A Group B Group C Group D Total
Gain Score # Students # Students # Students # Students # Students
7 ar nrarg 2 1 - 3 6
6 - - 2 - 2
5 - 2 2 4 8
4 - 1 - 2 3
3 3 1 3 6 13
2 1 3 4 11 19
1 4 3 12 7 25
0 2 2 9 5 18
-1 4 - 11 8 23
-2 3 3 7 4 17
-3 . - 10 3 13
-4 - - 3 3 6
-5 1 - 4 1 6
-6 - - 2 - 2
-7 or less - 2 1 1 4
Total 20 18 70 58 166
% Neutral or Positive 60.00% 72.22% 45.71% 65 52% 57 23%
Conclusion

This objective was easily attained at each of the four schools. The pres-
selected "target percentage" of students who would attain a neutral or

positive gain score was surpassed at each school.

Addendum

Table 20 shows the pre to posttest mean gains and assogiated statistical
significance levels for those mean gain comparisons. For the total group of
166 students, the pretest mean (December 1987) was 12.61 and the
posttest mean (May 1988) was 12.82. Thus, there was an "apparent"
increase of 0.21; i.e., the gain score appeared to be positive (+0.21.) The “p
value" of 0.38 indicates that this difference is not "satistically significant.”
This means that the mean scores were flat; there was no gain or loss from

December 1987 to May 1988.
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TABLE 20
1988 Distribution Showing 10X Preiest

To Posttest Gain Scores

School Group # of Students Dec 87 NMay-88 Gain Score T Value P Value !

Atington A 8 12.88 12.25 -0.63 -0.76 0.47
B 6 13.50 14.00 0.50 0.57 0.60 !

C 15 i5.33 13.07 -2.26 -4.14 0.01

D 12 12.83 14.25 1.42 1.79 0.10
Total 41 13.85 13.39 =0.46 -1.08 0.29 |
Hickory A 2 10.00 12.00 2.00 - - “
B 1 14.00 14.00 0.00 - - |

C 13 12.85 12.23 -0.62 -0.90 0.39

D 1¢ 12.36 13.36 1.00 1.51 0.16

Total 3 12.47 12.80 0.33 0.74 0.47

Lincoln A 9 14.%50 16,60 2.00 .56 0.16

B 10 10.50 11.30 0.80 47 0.65

C 17 13.47 13.29 -0.18 + 0. 31 0.76

D 8 11.38 13.38 2.00 .58 0.16

Total 44 12.52 13.41 0.89 1.57 0.12

Victor A 1 14.00 13.00 -1.00 - -
B 1 11.00 12.00 1.00 - -

C 25 12.28 11.88 -0.40 -0.60 0.55

D 24 11.21 11.83 0,62 0.85 0.35

Total 51 11.78 11.89 0.11 0.22 0.83

Grand Total 166 12.61 12.82 0.21 0.89 0.38

|
!
|
l
The same two limitations listed for the previous objective (Objective 2.A.1.)
also apply here. First, the IOX instrument that the Title VII students
completed as both the pretest and posttest did not focus exclusivel» on
"school" experiences. Second, scores of reclassified students (who may
' have experienced a gain is self-esteem) were excluded from the analysis. '
'
l
1

Both of these limitations apply to this objective as well. However, since
only five months separated the pre from the posttest, fewer students
would probably have been reclassified.

B. Parent Education Component

Parents of Japanese and Korean LEP students at Arlington,
Hickory, Lincoln, and Victor elementary schools will bke
encouraged to be involved in school activities and parent

|
Goal 4.0 |
|
|
\
|
education. ;
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Objective 4.1

By June 1988, 87% of Japamese and Korean parents of project
participants responsing to a questionnaire will demonstrate
awareness of school activities directed towards parent
education. (Expected percentages for each school: Arlington
90%, Hickery 90%, Lincoln 90%, and Victor 80%.)

As she did last year, the Bilingual Project Director/Resource Teacher sent a
questionnaire home to the parents of Japanese and Korean project
partricipants.  That one-page instrument was entitled "Title VII School
Activities Awareness Parent Questionnaire." After receiving the completed
questionnaires, the project director tallied the responses to each of the
seven school activities and included a breakdown by parent language; i.e.,
Japanese or Korean. (Her tabulation for each of the four project schools are
shown in Appendix F, items 1-4.) Based on her data, Table 21 below
shows the percentage of parents answering "Yes" to the question, "Were
you informed of schoo! activities during the school year?" Percentages of
parents answering "Yes" are shown for each school activity at each of the
four project schools. Further, results were totaled by school for all seven
school activities about which the level of parert awareness was
determined.

As shown in Table 21 iwo of the four schools just barely did attain the
objective, while the other two schools just missed attaining the objective.
At Lincoln the expected level was 90% and the actual level attained was
just slightly above that at 91.1%. Similarly, at Victor the expected level
was 80% and the actually attained level was just a little above that at
81.0%. So Lincoln and Victor schools just barely did attain the objective.
The expected percentage at Arlington was 90%, but the actual percentage
attained fell just slightly short at 87.7%. The expected percentage at
Hickory was also 90%, but the actually attained percentage was 88.3%.
Overall, 779 out of 904 (86.17%) parents answered "Yes" to the question.
This was about as close as anyone could come to the expected level of 87%
(as called for in thne objective) without attaining it.




TABLE 21

Responses by Parents of Project Studenis to the Question,
"Were You Informed of School Activities During the School Year?”

School
Arlington Hickory Lincoln Victor
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency
Answering Answering Answering Answering
Schoo! Activities "Yes" "No" Total % Yes "Yes" "No" Total % Yes "Yes" "No" Total % Yes "Yes" "No" Total % Yes
Back to Schoo! Night 27 3 30 90.0% 18 5 23 783% 25 30 83.3% 39 8 47 83.0%
6) Open House 29 1 30 96.7% 24 0 24 100.0% 29 30 967% 44 - 4 48 91.7%
o
1+ PTA Program 27 3 30 90.0% 23 1 24 95.8% 28 30 93.3% 38 10 48 79.2%
Bilingual Advisory Committee Meetings 28 3 31 90.3% 22 1 23 95.7% 29 30 96.7% 28 16 44 63.6%
Special School Aclivities 26 4 30 86.7% 23 0 23 100.0% 29 30 96.7% 40 6 46 87.0%
Class Activities 27 3 30 90.0% 21 2 23 91.3% 27 29 93.1% 42 5 47 89.4%
Parent Education Program 21 9 30 70.0% 13 10 23 56.5% 18 24 75.0% 34 13 47 72.3%
Total 185 26 211 87.7%* 144 19 163 88.3%* 185 18 203 91.1% 265 62 327 81.0%
*Just below the 90% expectancy level called for in the objective.
z
e
|
|
|
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|
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Conclusion

Technically, this objective must be said to have been unattained. At two
schools, and for all four schools combined, the attained levels were just
slightly below the levels stated in the objective. On a practical level,
however all five actually attained levels were within one to three
percentage points of what was expected. This is about as close as is
possible to estimate a year in advance.

C. Staff Development Component

Goal 5.A.

As a result of being involved in the project, project personnel at
Arlington, Hickory, Lincoln, and Victor schools will be more
knowledgeable about Japanese and Korean students' cultures and
language needs.

Objective 5.A.1

By June 1988, 80% of responding project teachers and principals
at Arlington, Hickory, Lincoln, and Victor schools will indicate
by a questionnaire that an increase has taken place in their
knowledge about Japanese and Korean students' cultures and
..nguage needs. .

The Title VII project director worked with the evaluator to create the
qu=stionnaire called for in this objective. (Please see Appendix G.) Item
number one on the questionnaire was as follows.

1. Over the last four years my level of knowledge of Japanese

and Korean students' cultures and language needs has
increased:

None A little Quite a bit___ A great deal

In all, fifty-eight teachers at the four project schools completed the
questionnaire. Results are shown below in Table 22.




TABLE 22
Reported Increase In Teachers' Knowledge
of Japanese and Korean Students'
Cultures and Language Needs

NONE ALITTLE QUITEABIT A GREAT DEAL TOTAL
School n % n % n % n %
Arlington 0 0.0% 3 18.8% 9 56.3% 4 25.0% 16
Hickary 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 5§ 38.5% 7 53.8% 13
Lincoln 0 0.0% 3 23.1% 4 30.8% 6 46.2% 13
Victor 0 0.0% 5 31.3% 5§ 31.3% 6 37.5% 16
Total 0 0.0% 12 20.7% 23 39.7% 23 39.7% 58

After their schools had been involved in the Title VII project for four
years, more than eighty percent (80.4%) of the teachers described their
increase in knowledge of Japanese and Korean students' cultures and
language needs as "quite a bit" or "a great deal". Only about Twenty-one

percent (20.7%) of the teachers responded "a little," and no one (0.0%)
responded "none".

Co jion

All (100%) of the fifty-eight teachers responded "a little" (20.7%), "quite a
bit" (39.7%), or "a great deal" (39.7%) when describing their increase in
knowledge. Since the objective called for only eighty percent (80%) to do
so; this objective was attained.

Addg‘ggdum

One indicator of teacher interest in LEP Japanese and Korean students'
cultures and language needs would be whether or not the teachers
voluntarily did something to increase their knowledge in these areas
during their "free time." Item number five on the questionnaire was
designed to gather this information. It read as follows.




5. Have you spent some of your "free time" (beyond Title VII
inservice) doing things which contributed to your krowledge
of Japanese and Korean students' cultures and language
needs? (Did you make trips, attend exhibitions, concerts,
language classes or restaurants?)

In ali four schools 72% (39 of 54) of the teachers answered "Yes." At
Arlington school 69% (9 of 13), at Hickory 77% (10 of 13), at Lincoln 75% ¢
of 12) and at Victor 69% (11 of 16) answered "Yes." (Please see Appendix
G)

Conclusion

As a result of the Title VII project a large percentage of teachers became
motivated to Isain more about the children's cultures and language needs.

Goal 6.A.

The instructional staff will be appropriately trained in the use
of the natural approach.

Objective 6.A.l

By September 1988, 100% of the participating instructional staff
will have been trained in the natural approach.

Two main forms of training in the natural approach were provided. The
first involved five or more full days. The second involved one or more
"minimum days." In the four project schools and over the four years of the
project, eighty one (81) teachers and eleven (11) Title VII aides attended
the extensive, five day inservice, and eleven (11) teachers and seventeen
(17) Title VII aides attended the minimum day(s) inservice. Five parents
also attended either the five day or the minimum day inservice.

In addition, an impressive number of teachers, aides and administrators
from the entire district, which of course included non Title VII schools,

attended one or the other form of inservice. In all, seventeen (17)
teachers, thirteen (13) aides and fifteen (15) administrators did so.

Conclusion

This objective was attained.




SECTIONS 4 AND 5
Possible Program Evaluation Plan Revision

and
Possible Program Modification

Goal 7.A.

Each project school principal will devise plans for serving
bilingual students after the Title VII funding ends.

Objective 7.A.lL

By June 1988 each principal will respond in writing to the
evaluator's question; "What are your plans for serving Japanese
and Korean speaking LEP students starting in 1988-1989, when
external Title VII funding will have ended?"

All four principals responded to the question. Their responses were as

follows.
Arlington School

* We plan t5 use funds from S.LP. (School Improvement
Program) for conferences and continued purchases of
bilingual materials for our students and staff.

* Monies from Chapter 2 will be earmarked for software that
is appropriate for bilingual and regular students in the core
curriculum areas.

 Parent volunteers will be utilized again to help our students.
* If E.LA. (Economic Impact Aid) funds are available, teachers
will be able to attend conferences, purchase materials and

funds will be set aside to pay for bilingual aides.

« We plan to continue our pen/pal correspondence with our
pen/pal school in Kashiwa, Japan.




* Contributions from J.B.A. (Japanese Business Association)

will be used to supplement expenses for necessary
purchases.

h

* One of the greatest benefits of our Title VII Program has
been Staff Development. Teachers have heen trained in the
Natural Approach to Language acquisition and are familiar
with Korean and Japanese cultures. Although we will miss
small group instruction provided by Title VII Instructional
Assistants, teachers now have the information and skills to
continue many aspects of the program.

Lincoln School

* Korean and Japanese children will continue to receive
English as a Second Language instruction under our
Economic Impact/ESL program. All classrcom teachers have
received training in providing students with appropriate
language development experiences, and multicultural

activities designed to heighten student awareness of self-
esteem.

Victor School

The administrator of the school will continue to encourage
and expand the vse of parents in the school community to
translate for cornferences and for materials going home.

The reading/ESL teacher will continue to provide services to
these students who are LEP.

The PTA will be encouraged to purchase Japanese and
Korean primary language books for the PTA school library.

The administrator will continue to encourage teacher
inservice related to the inmstruction of these students.

The administrator and teachers will continue to encourage
muiti-cultural activities which promote cultural plurality.




Conclusion

question, this objective was attained. Plans were made at the school
sitc to continue to provide assistance to LEP Japanese and Korean

l
Since each of the four Title VII project principals did answer the l
|
l
studenis even though external funding would be ending. |

-36-

S




APPENDIX A
Photographs of Title VII Project Staff, Spring 1988
Item 1
Arlington Elementary School

(Left to rignt) Lillian Ccopersmith (Reading Resurce/ESL Teacher);
He2 R. K'm, Carolyn Yoda, Nancy Matsushima (Bilingual Aides);
Mike Jrajevich (Principal)

Not shown: Principals ~- Dick Bruwn. 1984-85
Cyma Early, 1985-86
Reading/ESL Teacher -- Nina Surowski, 1984-87
Bilinguxl Aides -- Lily Nakatani, 1984-85
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' APPENDIX A
Photographs of Title VII Project Staff, Spring 1988
Item 2
Hickory Elementary School

(Left to right) Keum Kim (Bilingual Aide); Nina Surowski (Retired Arlington
Reading/ESL  Teacher); Ann Matthews Pfund (Reading/ESL Teacher;
Nancy Raiche (Principal)

Not shown: Principal -- George Chalekson, 1984-85
Rcading/ESL Teachr -- Mary Joslin
Bilingual Aides -- Shigeko Murata, 1985-87
Nobue Iscri, 1987




Appendix A
Photographs of Titie VII Project Staff, Spring 1988
Item 3
Lincoln Elementry School

(Left to right) Mary Kashiwabara (Bilingual Aide); Dr. Dan Kelly (Principal);
Linda Dowlan (Rcading/ESL Teacher); Hisayo Ogata (Bilingual Aide)

Not shown: Recading/ESL Teacher -- Barbara Cutler, 1984-87

Bilingual Aides -- Kikuko Nishi, 1984-85
Hiroko Yamamoto, 1985-87
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Appendix A
Photographs of Title VII Project Staff, Spring 1988
Item 4
Victor Elementary School

(Left to right) Jin Song (Bilingual Aide); Steve Shearer (Principal); Linda
Gresik (Reading/ESL LTeacher)

Not shown: Recading/ESL Teachers -- Ethel Davis, 1784-86
Ann Matthews, 1984-85

Marilyn Buck, 1985-87
Bilingual Aide -- Miycko Lewis, 1984-88
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Appendix A
Photographs of Title VII Project Staff, Spring 1988
Item 5
Project Director, 1984-1988

Kikuko Nishi, Projcct Director 198:-1988
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Appendix B

Student Identification Process

Item 1
District's Flowchart

s L.
IRITIAL IDENTIPICATION

AND

DIAGNOSTIC ASSESSHZNT PROCESS
) K=6
. K26

Acainistered dy secretary.

Kotificatica to Reading Resource Teacher.
1f language other than English is noted
on quastions 1, 2, 3.

Secretary files original H.S.L. fn Cua,

\'
SILINGUAL PLACENENT

PLACEMENT IN BILINGUAL CLASS.
[F CLASS AVAILABLE [N LANGUAGE

OF STUDENT.

| SITE AGHINISTRATOR AND BILINGEAL
| TEACHER RESPONSISLE.

I HOME LANGUAGE sunvsnl 1.
. I 2.
| S
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Appendix B
Student Identification Process
Item 2
District's English Reading Test

TORRANCE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Oducalional Services Dividion

.

. -

MEMO TO: BSL Teachers '

.

raouz' Norma Willso iculum Consultant -
DATE: January 7, 1988

SUBJECT: District English Reading Test for LEP/PEP Identification

W W e e as e e m s M wr M e W e e T A e e A E e e @ @ @ e e @ W o e e a

The district reading test designed to replace the San Diego Placement Test

is now written, field-testgd} normed, and duplicated in six different

forms -~ Set 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. Set 1 and 2 were the initial tests: from these
two sets, queztions were drawn to form the other four sets so that the follow-
ing scores can bs applied equitably to each test. The teachers who field
tested Set_l and 2 have suggestad these cutoffa: N

.
‘.

PEP Designation:

Grads 3.student - 7 correct

Grade 4 studant - 8 correct

Grade 5 gtudent - 9 correct

Grade 6 student -10 correct

Grade 7 student -1l corract

Grade 8 student -12 correct .

Grade 9-12 student - 13-15 correct {Test time 7-10 minutes)

LEP Designation -
Middle sSchool: Level I - 0-6 correct
Level II -~ 5-8 correct
Level III - 7-10_correct

Test time - 15 minutes
High School: Level I - 0~ 8 correct)

Level II- 7-13 correct)
Level III- 12~15 correct - Tost time, 10 minutes

Test time - 15 minutes

Try these out and see if they give us adequate indications for program
placement. We will meet by the end of the year to monitor the validity of
thess scoras.

APPROVRED, {
Gail Wickstxoz, Assistant Suparintendent

vmimn i A s ot ot it o o . e st st s, o
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Appendix C
Student Monitoring, Classroom Materials
and Student Work
Item 3
Same Student's April ILP Progress Keport

waMULS M\:IMY Wiwds - qu,\mgus - ist ()
2nd ()

1. LEVEL OF ENGLISH SPEAKING SKILLS -

* 8 Non-English speaking (Preproducticn) ()
b. Understands nncuons. Uses oae word responsas (Easly Production) 1

€. Linited use of sisple sentences, expanding vocabulary (Speech
Eaergence) ()

d. 5?“‘“ in cuplnc sentences d can cornect thoughts (inter-

) nediate Fluency) ()
e. Flucnt Enzush spnkins. (@]
2. LISTENING sKILLS
3. Listens to instructicns only. ) ()
* be Listens and atteapts to follow directions. (3]
-1 C. Uistens, participates in and understands classrooa discussions. ()
3. ORAL LANGUACE
¢. Speaks only in native language. M
b. Uses one word responses. 0
. €« Uses sizple phrases. )
“ : de Uses sentences (but lacking in vocabuhry) ()
" ‘s Fluent English speaking. ()
4. WRITTEN LANGUAGE
8. Not yet writing. . . &
b, Writes YES and NO answers. 0
€. Hrites one or two word answers. )
d. Tries to write sentunces. oo Q)
8. Writes cocplete sertences. vy )
f. Reads and writes answers to' quuuons. ()
So 15 RECEIVING HELP IN SUBJECTS CHECKED (See ILP}
8. Reading ) d. Science ()
b. Spelling ) e. Language R4 ,
€. Socisl Scudies () f. Hath ()
- . .

COMENTS:
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Student Monitoring,

Appendix C

and Student Work

Item 4

Classroom Materials

One Title VII Activity Sheet

SEE HOW WELL YQU KNOW THE NAMES QF THE DAYS OF THE WEEK.

MATCHING THE DAYS OF THE WEEK

(AcTiviTy SHEET B)

E
Dran LINES FROM 7H® ENGLISH WORD TO THE JAPANESE WORD.

FriDaY
HOHDA!.
WEDNESDAY
SATURDAY
THURSDAY
SUNDAY

Tuesoay

GETSU YOBI
Do vdB1
Nicus vOB1 '
Hovs YoB1
Kix voB1
Ka voB1

Sut yas!

CHECK YOUR ANSHERS BY: LOOKIN. AT ACTIVITY SHEET A.




Appendix C
Student Monitoring, Classroom Materials
and Student Work
Item 5
Another Title VII Activity Sheet

-48-
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Appendix C
Student Monitoring, Classroom Materials
and Student Work
Item 6
One Student's Story and Drawing

0('43» Ma’ %[A,yaa_z;ub

) vawwm#mx&m

2

.
o
P -

1%
CLydd
- &
e I g%
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Appendix C
 Student Monitoring, Classroom Materials
and Student Work
Item 7
Parent Invitation and Permission Card

Plea?eqzc ec‘[mzie ‘a.*‘s*)ro"‘%mm‘_z___pr e ard ré‘tur’ﬁg%' 'ng%‘w; 5.

ADoD— 20:30 .
FRIEA: 4B L LFq. (T will attend) - )

S, - 2 ¥} /& 3 [5- 30 L:-q (I need’an interperter in)
15N ST bRt nl  [\pe (£ T, (1 vill not
? %?‘l}\v ‘.’k‘r ﬁitz‘.‘bvb 5 J»Wi 18 B FEe .

IR 207y Gt NJGB:Lt Exdaely. (T will not attend
and do nct want my child on an ILP)

£1£7% | student Were__
B A% . Date .
Q.. Parent Signature

-DﬁDU

',
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Appendix D
Student Support
Item 1

Principal's Observation Form

School

TITLE VI1 ELENENTARY
PRINCIFAL OBSERVAT1ON

Dute

Pruject Student Observed Grade

Teacher

Student’s Lenguage Levels. .Pre-Early Production

Speach Emergence
Intermnediate Fluency

1. Is the project student recelving 8 program of ingtructicn \ ‘e
Hatursl Approsch in the clasarcom? (evidence «g. ILPg, GLPg,
plans, interviews, student vworke, .report carda or progreaa report

cards, obasrvation)

yas

no

aubject

lesgon

Hotesxt

-
-

»2, What support materials is used ifor the stvdent ?

waterials
‘v subject.
Notes:

3. Is the student receiving services from the Title VII aide?

yes

no

gybhject

Noteas

Principal (signature) Date




Appendix D
Student Support
Item 2
One Title VII Aide at work with Project Students

Jin Song -- Title VII Aide, 1984-88
Victor Elementary School




Another

Appendix D
Student Support
Item 3

Title VII Aide at work with Project Students

Hiroko Yamamoto -- Title VII Aide 1985-87
Lincoln Elementary School




Appendix D
Student Support
Item 4
A Third Title VII Aide at work with Project Students

Miyeko Lewis -- Title VII Aide, 1984-88
Victor Elementary School

I
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1_{STUD.#|LAST NAME |FIRST NAME|l |SX |G |PL{WAVERED DT|G |L |LEP.DT. |FEP.DATE| LEFT SCH|FROM|TRANS
) F | o] 8 A [X] sep-s4|as00/86 A

3 M5l s A X1 sep-82la/006./86 A

4 Mol 4 AIX1 Sop-y4l4/00/86 A

5 F | ol 8 A [X] Sep-84l4/00/86 A

3 M| ol s AlX| Sep-8i1l4/0085 | 00/00/00/A our
7 M1tols A X1 Sep-81 0/00/00]A [
8 M| 2 8 A IX [Apr.82 A

9 F |o|l 8 AIX | Sep-84i4/00/86 A

10 M |s] 8 A |X IMa.8é  [4700/86 A

11 F | ol 8 A lX | Jan-84[4/00/86 3/00/88/A c
12 M |2 8 A X Jan-84 A

13 M| s 8 A X1 Sep-81 9/1/86lA C
14 F | 1] 8 AiIX | Sep-83 10/30/86]A our
1.8 M2 5 AIX| Sep-82 0/00/00/A

16 F [ 1] 8 A IX| Sep-84[4/00/86 A

17 F 1] 4 A IX IMa.84 1/17/86lA NR
18 THEIN A IX] Sep-84/5/00/87 A

19 M1 8 AlX1 Sep-sd 8/10/85|A Qur -
20 F 1] 4 A X1 Sep-83]4/00/86 12/1/87|A our
21 E il 8 AlX| Sen-84 3/21/86lA our
22 F [ 2] 8 A X[ Sep-84 3/21/86lA our
23 Mols A IX [Nov.82 10/25/85IA AR
24 Mol s AIX 1 Sep-84l0/00/86 A

25 F | ol 4 A X1 Oct-81|5/00/886 8/1/87A c
26 £ |1 8 A [X |Nov.83 |4/00/86 A

27 M 128 A [X {Nov.83 8/19/86[A outr
28 F | o 8 A IX 1 Sep-84fo/00/86 A

29 F | o] 8 AIX| o0Oect-80]5/00786 9/1/86|A [
30 M ]2 8 AlX| Sep-82 A

31 F | 2| 8 A lX | Sep-82[4/00/86 A

32 Mol s AIX| Sep-81l¢/00/86 A c
33 M 3]s AlX] Sep-82 0/6n/86[A outr
34 F [ ol 8 __ _Ja x| sep-sdl 2121/86lA

35 F |3l 8 A IX| Sep-81i5/00/85 8/1/87|A C
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Appendix F
Project Director's Tabulation of Parent's Awareness
of School Activities
Item 1
Arlington School

Dear Parents:

Will you please fill out this gquestionnaire and return it to your child’'s
school by Thank you!

TITLE VII
SCHOOL ACTIVITIES AWARENESS
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Were you informed of the school activities during the school year?

TOTAL

{Check one) Jpn. Kor. YES NO Jpn
Back to school night 24 3 27 3 3
Open House 76 3 29 1 1
PTA Programs 26 1 27 3 1
Bilingual Advisory Committee

Meetltngs 27 2 23 3 1
Special School Activities 25 1 26 4 2
Class Act” “ties 26 1 2z 3 1
Parent Euucation Programs 21 0 21 9 6

HAME

SCHooL  Arlington

-57-
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Appendix F
Project Director's Tabulation of Parent's Awareness
of School Activities
Item 2
Hickory School

Dear Parents:

Wil you please fill out this questionnaire and return it to your child's
school by Thank you!

TITLE VII
SCHOOL ACTIVITIES AWARENESS
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Were you informed of the school activities during the school year?

TOTAL

(Check onc) Jpn. Kor. YES | NO Jpn  Kor.
Back to school ‘night 14 4 815 5 0
Open House 20 4 24 ] 0 0
PTA Programs 19 4 2 1 1 0
Bilingual Mle\:\grslg:y Committee 18 4 22 1 1 0
Special School Activities 20 3 a0 0 0
Class Activities 18 3 21 2 2 0
Parent Education Programs n 2 121 10 7 3

NAME

SCHoOL,  Hickory

DATE June, 1988
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Appendix F
Project Director's Tabulation of Parent's Awareness
of School Activities
Item 3
Lincoln School

Dear Parents:

Wili you please fill out this questionnaire and return it to your child's
school by Thank you!

TITLE VII
SCHOOL ACTIVITIES AWARENESS
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Here you informed of the school activities ducing the school year?

! {Check one) Jpn. Kor. YEEOTALNO Jpn ror.
Back to school night 21 4 %[5 1 4
Open House 22 7 29 1 0 1
PTA Programs 22 6 28 2 0 2
B‘l'lingua'lugg\é;}:ggy Committee 2 ; 29 1 0 ;
Special School Activities 22 1. 29 | 1 0 1
Class Activities 21 6 27 2 0 2
Parant Education Programs 16 2 18 6 0 6
NAME

SCHOOL Lincoln

DATE, May, 1988
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Appendix F

Project Director's Tabu.ation of Parent's Awareness

of School Activities
Item 4
Victor School

Dear Parents:

Hill you please fi11 out this questionnaire and return it to your child‘s

school by Thank you!

TITLE VII
SCHOOL ACTIVITIES AWARENESS
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Were you informed of the school activities during the school year?

(Check one) Jpn.  Kor. YE?TALNO
Back to school ‘night 26 14 39 1 8
Open House 29 15 44 4
PTA Programs 27 1 8 |10

Bilingual Advisory Committee
Meetings 20 8 28 |1

I=

Special School Activities 30 10 | 6

Class Activities 30 12 2 |5

Parent Education Programs 24 10 34 113
NAME

Jpn

SCHOOL, Victor

DATE May, 1988
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire
Item 1
Teacher Questionnaire

TEACETR QUESTIONNAIRE
Title VII Elementary

1987-1988

School: Grade:

Jitle VII to end soop;

As you know for the past four years your school has received Bilingual
Title VII funds. This year (1987-1988) is the last year of fed:ral funding,
As the project nears completion, two key assessment questions emerge: 1)
"Have teachers and principals at the four project schools gained in
knowledge of Japanese and Korean students' cultures and language
needs?”, 2) "Have teachers and principals chosen to spend some of their
'free time' (beyond Title VII funded inservice) doing things which would
contribute to their knowledge of Japanese and Koren students' cultures and
language needs?"

Please read each statement below and check to what degree you, your
principal, and other teachers in your school have increased in knowledge
of Japanese and Korean students' cultures and language needs.

1. Over the last four years my level of knowledge of Japanese
and Korean students' cultures and language neecds has
increased

None ___ Alittle____  Quiteabit__ A great deal ____
% Over the last four years other teachers' level of knowledge

of Japanese and Korean students' cultures and language needs
has increased

-None __  Alitle ____ Quittabit___ A great deal




Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnzire
Item 1
Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

3. Over the last four years my principal's level of knowledge of
Japanese and Korean students' cultures and language needs has
increased .

None __  Alitde ___  Quiteabit____ A great deal ____

4. After four years of funding, what are your thoughts about
the Title VII project and its impact?

5. Have you spent some of your "free time" (beyond Title VII
inservice) doing things which contributed to your knowledge of
Japanese and Korean students' cultures and language needs?
(Did you .aake trips, attend exhibitions, concerts, language
classes, or restaurants?)

Yes No

I did the following:
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire
Item 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire

1. Quver the past four vears, mv level of kncwledae of Japanese and
Korean .\ jents’ culture and lanquaqge needs hag lncreased.
NONE A LITTLE BIT QUITE A BIT A GREAT DEAL
ARLINGTON: 3 9 4
HICKGRY: 1 5 7
LINCOLN: 3 4 6
VICTOR: 5 5 6
2. Ovor the past four vearg other teacher’s level of knowledge of
stud ’ 13 fh o
Increaged,
None A LITTLE BIT GQUITE A BIT A GREAT DEAL
ARLINGTON: z 11 3
HICKORY: 1 8 4
LINCOLN: 5 4 4
VICTOR: 3 6 6
2 NO ANSWER
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Item 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

3. Qzg:_;hn_J3ss_i9uc_xgans_mz_an1ngieaJ::Lnggl_gi_knngggqg_gi
increased

NONE A LITTLE QUITE A BIT
ARLINGTON: 9 4

2 NO ANSWER
1 CHANGED PRINCIPALS 3 TIMES

A GREAT DEAL

NONE & LITTLE QUITE A BIT A GREAT DEAL

HICKORY': ) 4 8

1 NOT SURE SEEMS TO BE QUITE
A BIT OF KNOWLEDGE IN THIS

AREA NOW.
NONE A LITTLE QUITE A BIT A GREAT DEAL
LINCOLN: 1 4 8
NONE A LITTLE QUITE A BIT A GREAT DEAL
VICTOR: 6 8
1 HAS NO INFORMATION ON THIS
3 NO ANSWER

1. Just being aware and alert to some of their culture has
increased my i nowledge.
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Ttem 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

2. LEP chlldren should be placed In regular class not blllngual
class, all loved pull out program; also how can there be
quallty and effectlve teachling If we hlre people who are not
credentlaled. Speaking the language does not qualify belng a

., teacher.

3. Sheltered classroom wes satlisfactory In grades K-1-2 but I
disagree with State requlrements for teachers of ESL.
Natural Approach sesslons are great-workshops Informatlive.
Chlldren beneflt from pullout but Rainbow Is lnapproprliate
for classrooms.

4. I think It sliould be dropped! When In a country you must
avsume the responslblility to become fluent. I don’t feel the
school should be responsible.

5. Fleld trips to Xeccvan and Japénese areas ot L.A. were most
enjoyable.

6. Need continued similar funding.
7. lImpact has been great since almost all TITLE VII school staff
have recelved tralnlng In Natural Approach, Korear and

Japanese culturee and Language wrliting as It relates to LEP
student.

8. EnJoyed fleld trip.

9. Emphas!? on culture and famlly has been wonderful! Puttlng
chlldren of same language together glowg learning of
Engllgh.,

1{0. It’s an Important program that I hate to see cancelled.
11. I think It has made teachers more aware of the 2 cul tures.

I hope In the future that aldes wlll be made avallable to all
bllingual classes on | alde for the upp¢r grade level.

HICKORYs

1. Stlll needed. Do not have time In classroom for Indlividual
help for ESL.

2. Costs too much. Takes funds and resources away from other
students.

3. I thoroughly enjoyed the 2 fleld trips !nto L. A. and belng
totally lmmersed for the day In another culture.

4. 1t was good but more money should have been spent on
mﬁQgglals for our classrooms. Ex. Ralnbow Kits.

O
-3
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire
Item: 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

It Is too expenslive for the time and effort demanded.

The program IS needed :n our area because of the large influx
of Orlenta! chlldren.

I think It was very necessary that we should have had it. It
gave some of us the knowledge we needed (flrst hand
knowledge) to be able to explore and understand the parents
and the chlldren. Sometimes they will open up if It Is
Interesting to them.

8. Tt has greatly lncreased awareness of Japanese/Korean
cultures. TITLE VII Inservices have lncreased my ablllity to
meet needs of all English As A Second Language Acqulsltion
students.

9. Helpful and beneficlal

10. A waste of money

11. Helpful In many ways

12. The TITLE VII proJect has afforded the students many days of
tralning. However, the wonderful training In *“Natural
Approach* that It has provided for our teache.s wlll help

hundreds of other students over the years. The materlals |t
provided are alsc flne and wili last a long tlme.

LINCOLN

1. 1 feel it Is an effective program as Implemented at our slte.
Translation takes place when content area material lg past
students linguistic comprehenslion level.

2. It really helps cheﬁ t6 learn English.

3. TITLE VII funds were used for aldes at Lincoln. These aldes
are lnvaluable for they offer ESL Instructlon to
Limlted-English children. The regular classroom teacher has
limited time to offer these chlldren such individuallzed
Instruction.

4, Felt the proJect was most beneflclal In making me more aware
of the cultural and educatlonal needs of the Japanese
students In my clagses.

5. Very beneficlal. We have become more aware of cultural
dl fferences and needs.

6. Undecided. I know that forelgn students need help in galning
English, but I don’t know If the way we go about it Is that
effectlive.

7. Very lInteresting.
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Appendix G
Incr-ase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Item 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

TITLE VII has ralsed our levels of awareness and
understandlng of each other.

I feel the TITLE VII prolJect has been qulte beneflclal. It
exposed all teachers lnvolved to excellent Informatlon and
technlques for teachlng ESL students. Work wlth Krashen and
others qulte beneflclal. The workshops and trainlng
enhanced my skllls.

Glves a better lnslght as to needs of the chlldren and alds
In our ablllty to help them through an understandlng of thelr
culture.

The proJect 1S well~-Ilntentloned. If It contlnues It would be
beneficlal for teachers to have fllms, flimstrlps. photos,
etc. avallable to them to use concernlng the prolect culture.

The pull-out program has helped me and my students.

My prilnclpal has a posltlve attltude and seems to pe
Increasling hls knowledge. However, ltems #2 and #3 are
Judgment ltems whlch I choose not to answer.

I feel that the workshops have helped me understand the
Korean and Japanese cultures. The resource teacher Llnda
Greslk has been extremely helpful. Other teachers are now
more aware of the cultural dlfferences whlch wlll enable
them to understand the chlldren.

It 1S nlce to have help wlth non-Engllsh speaklng students.
HOWEVER, many of the Japanese students are only here 1-3
years It 13 a wasted effort to glve them so much extra
attentlon when they are only visltors, not permanent
resldents. Money should be spent on chllidren scorlng 26-49
percentlle who wlll be living In the U. S.

TITLE VII students learn very qulckly ln the regular
classroom. I resent money belng spent for TITLE VII students
and not havling enough funds for Speclal Readlng classes to
serve other students.

Well worth 1t. I galned a lot from the Inservlce workshops
I’m more aware of both the Xorean and Japanese culture.

A vaste. We are only concerned wlth maklng Amerlcans.

IL certalnly has helped meet the needs of the Japanese and
Korean students comlng lnto our communlty.
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Item Z
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

10. The TITLE VII tralnling took a lot of the fear out
of worklng wilth non-Engllgn students of any
language. The tralnlng helped me lmmeasurably.
The ESL staff at Vlctor has been a tremendous hely
In gettlng our ESL students to learn Engllsh
faster. Wilthout thelr help the classroom teacher
would be far less effectlve In helplng ESL
atudents.

11. Terrlflc prolect. Really made me aware of the
cultural dlverslity and Its Impact on our students
when they arrlve here. (l.e. culturai shock?

12. The teacher Inservice was fun, but I don’t know how
valuable we will be In the long run. It Increased
my awareness. It was mostly theory rather than
practlcal.

13. Wlish It were used for students remalnlng In the U.

S.
S. Have vou s, . "
VII inservice) doing thinags which coptributed to vouc
knowledge of Japanese and Korean studentg’ cultureas

regtavurants?)
YES NO
ARLINGTON: 9 4
) 3 HO ANSWEF

1. Attended cultural actlvitles In our church and
communlty. Recently the Torrance Park and
Recreatlon had “Bunka Sal* festlval of arts and

. foods. 1 took a Japanese law.guage class and read
booke an the Japanese culture.

2. Exhlhltlona and restaurants.

3. Restaurants, museum trlps, and readlng.

4. KXorean Cultural Center, USC workshop, and Language
Development Speclallst.
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Item 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

5. Read.ng, trip to exhibitjons, and Art class

6. One year (1) Japanese language class. Slster Clty
Day attendance yearly-Kashiwa.

7. Watched Japanese T. V. shows

8. I went to a Japanese Festival of Arts, through the
L. A. County Museum.

YES NO

HICKORY: . 10 3

1. I’ve attended concerts and exhlibltlons glven to
thelr areas of concentratlon in L. A. and have
eaten in thelr restaurants. I have become
especlally good firends with one Korean lady and a
Japanese family. I see them often and we are
learning more all the time about each others
cul tures.

2. Workshops, cultural activitles, and museums.
3. Restaurants, exkiblts, and trlps.

4. Partliclpated In Hina Matsure Festlval and Boy’s Day
Classroom Exhibit with parents putting together a
program for my class (as well as my own personal
benef!ts from these experlences) I correspond with
a Japanese family Taught ESL Summer Schcol to
6-7-8th students who all shared thelr "cultures"
with my class. Ate at Japanese Restaurants.

I have tutored Japanese students from other schools
and In our conversatlons I have learned more
interesting facts about thelr cultures which better
ézzllitate our communication. (and my
unzerstanding of thelr cultures)

§. Llived In ~ pan 4 i{/2 years. Traveled to China
twicn, vislited Korea for one week, visited Hong
Kong, and Talwan. Llfe long lnterest In Aslan
culture. Speak some Japanese.
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Item 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

6. I Intend to learn about Korea by golng to the
conference at USC May 14 and May 22.

7. My class does a blg unit on Japan each vear.

8. Traveled to Japan, went to exhiblts, and I really
like Japanese food.

9. Restaurants and Art evhibitions.
' 16. I try to attend the different new Ethnlc
restaurants and speclal festivals set up In my own -

area.

11. Have Spanish, Korean and Japar<se "boxes". Do many
Multicultural projeci and songs in class.

YES NO
LINCOLN: 9 3
1 *'1 ANSWER

{. One fleld trip to Japanese Town and one fleld trip
to Korea Town.

2. I have gone and taken guests to the Otanlc Hotel
Complex. I have gone to the Museums (LA County)
both art and showlngs of work at Cultural Falrs.
The restaurants have also added to my knowledge.
My most Iimportant ‘extenslion are the the Cultural
Festlvals I‘’ve held in my school yearly with
chlldren and parents.

3., I have attended four Adult Educa*ion sesslons (4
quarters? of Japanese Language, understard Its
gentence structure, and can speak Japanese a
1ittle. It Is very easy for me to pick up on other
languages. To date, I have studlied nine other
languages and can read. spell, and write some of
them.

4., Museum exhlblt.

5. I have attended culiural exhlblts and Japanese and
Korean restaurants.

6. Attended Japanese language class at El Camino.
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Appendix G

Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Item 2

Respenses te Teacher Questionnaire

(Continued)

Attended numerous Japanese community exhlbits and
programs such as: Japan Expo "87, Bunka-Sal,
Japanese Cultural Institute actlvitlesg, Japanese
Language Schooi, open houses, Speech contests,
tours of Japanese/Korean communlities in L. A., S.
F. and Seattle. 1 recelve and read Japanese
newspapers and publlcations from Xorean Consulate.

7. Things "Japanese" are a pari of my everyday llife.
I am understanding Korean culture through
conversatlons with frlends of my chlldren.

8. Restaurants.

9. Got the LDS certlflcatlon, enrolled In language
classes, and attended Title VII cultural
Inservices.

YES NO
VICTOR: 11 S
2 NO ANSWER

1. Inservice, attended Distrlict offered classes and
trlps and ate In restaurants.

2. Restaurantg.

3. Read some books.

4. 1 have attended exhib.tlons, vis'ted thc museum In
Pasadena for Orlental Art (? name> end have eaten
In Orlental regtaurants.

5. Japanese language class.

6. 1 got the name of a really good Korean restaurant
and vigltad It. I plan to visit Japan next year
which is a direct result of my experlences with the
Title VII program.

7. Classroom trips to downtown L.A. Japanese cultural
area.

8. I have learned phrases to help me speak Japanese

but this ‘was on my own wlthout Federa. Jonhey.
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Appendix G
Increase in Knowledge Questionnaire

Item 2
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire
(Continued)

1 took the classes offered by TUSD for Bilingual
Methodology. Japanese language, and Japanese
culture.

I am taklng classes and reading many books on both
cultures. I am taking Japanese this summer.

Japanese and Korean Community festivals attended
once a year. Eat In Japar 3e and Korean
restaurants S5-6 times a year. Jaranese and Korean
families Invited to my home for dessert and
cultural exchanges and convzrsations. Los Angeles
T.V. channe! 28 programs anJ serles on other
cultures on Thursday evening regarding Japan with
Jane Seymour.

Have attended and vislted restaurants, concerts,
and exhibitlons.

Eat at varlous ethnlc restaurants, watch Japanese
programs on T.V., speak Japanese, and cook Japanese
and Korean.
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